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This is a classic example of a lawsuit initiated by a wealthy businessman to suppress 
statements in a public forum on matters of public concern. Nothing in Plaintiff’s Opposition 
satisfies his burden to demonstrate that any exception to the anti-SLAPP statute applies or that 
Yelp’s anti-SLAPP motions 1 should be denied on the merits. 
II. ARGUMENT 
I,’ 
	 Plaintiff’s Lawsuit Is Subject To A Special Motion To Strike 
Yelp has made the necessary showing to invoke the anti-SLAPP protections of Section 
425.16. Demetriades’ claims indisputably arise from Yelp’s exercise of its constitutional right to 
free speech on matters of public concern. Mot. at 910.2  Plaintiff does not dispute these facts but 
contends that because Yelp is a successful publicly traded company, it cannot take advantage of 
I California’s important protections against SLAPP suits. Opp. at 5. But corporations are not 
excluded from protection against SLAPP suits like these. Rather, California courts routinely grant 
1 anti-SLAPP motions brought by corporate defendants. 3 Plaintiff cites no contrary authority. 
Plaintiff next argues that exceptions under 425.17(b) and (c) render the anti-SLAPP law 
1 inapplicable here. Opp. at 6-9. This, too, is incorrect. 
1 Yelp filed an anti-SLAPP Motion to Strike ("First Anti-SLAPP Motion" or "First Mot.") 
Plaintiff’s complaint on July 9, 2012. On Sept. 7, 2012, Plaintiff filed an amended Complaint 
("FAC"), which includes allegations relating to standing that did not exist in the initial Complaint. 
Cf. FAC ¶ 13 (describing purported injuries) with Complaint filed May 3, 2012 (Cmplt.) (no 
purported injuries). The two complaints are otherwise identical, and cites to the FAC, with the 
exception of the newly-added Paragraph 13, should be read to include corresponding cites to the 
Complaint. Yelp filed a second anti-SLAPP Motion to Strike the FAC ("Anti-SLAPP Motion" or 
"Mot.") on November 13, 2012. Both Motions are set for hearing on Jan. 25, 2013. 
2 Since Yelp filed its Motion, the California Court of Appeal has issued an additional 
ruling finding that consumer reviews qualify as matters of public interest. Colocation America, 
Inc. v. Archie Garga-Richardson, 2012 WL 6098545 (Cal. App. Ct. Dec. 10, 2012). 
See, e.g., Johnson v. Ralphs Grocery Co., 204 Cal. App. 4th 1097 (2012)(granting 
national grocery chain’s anti-SLAPP motion); Antounian v. Louis Vuitton Malletier, 189 Cal. App. 
4th 438, 441 (2010)(granting successful manufacturer’s anti-SLAPP motion); Baizaga v. Fox 
News Network, LLC, 173 Cal. App. 4th 1325, 1329 (2009)(granting news network LLC’s anti-
SLAPP motion); Blanchard v. DIRECTV, inc., 123 Cal. App. 4th 903, 909 (2004)(granting global 
provider of digital television entertainment services’ anti-SLAPP motion). 
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I 
	
1. 	 The "Public Interest" Exemption Does Not Apply 
2 
	 (a) 	 Legal Standard for Application of Section 425.17(b) 
3 
	 Plaintiff’s argument about the "public interest" exemption demonstrates a fundamental 
4 misunderstanding of the facts and the law. To be exempt under Section 425.17(b), an action must 
5 be "brought solely in the public interest or on behalf of the general public" and satisfy "all of the 
6 following conditions: (1) The plaintiff does not seek any relief greater than or different from the 
7 relief sought for the general public or a class of which the plaintiff is a member.... (2) The action, 
8 if successful, would enforce an important right affecting the public interest, and would confer a 
9 significant benefit, whether pecuniary or nonpecuniary, on the general public or a large class of 
10 persons. (3) Private enforcement is necessary and places a disproportionate financial burden on 
11 the plaintiff in relation to the plaintiffs stake in the matter." Club Members for an Honest 
12 I Election v. Sierra Club, 45 Cal. 4th 309, 316 (2008)(emphasis in original). 
13 
	 Section 425.17(b)’s threshold requirement that an action be brought "solely in the public 
14 I interest" is not satisfied where a plaintiff has a personal interest in an action or is "motivated by 
15 personal gain." Blanchard v. DIRECTV, Inc., 123 Cal. App. 4th 903, 916 (2004) (granting anti- 
16 SLAPP motion and holding Section 425.17(b) exemption inapplicable to UCL claim where 
17 plaintiffs who alleged injury were "motivated by personal gain"). 
18 
	 Even if the relief sought by the plaintiff extends to the public as a whole, Section 425.17(b) 
19 I confers no automatic exemption. In Holbrook v. City of Santa Monica, for example, city council 
20 members brought an action against the City of Santa Monica to stop their meetings from running 
21 beyond 11:00 p.m. 144 Cal. App. 4th 1242, 1250 (2006). Although the plaintiffs in Holbrook did 
22 not seek any relief different than that sought for the general public, the court concluded that 
23 Section 425.17(b) did not apply because "the action was not brought solely in the public interest, 
24 as it concerned [plaintiffs’] preferences for particular working hours." Id. 
25 
	 In addition to the requirement that an action be "solely in the public interest," the 
26 II exemption does not apply unless three further conditions are met. First, Section 425.17(b)(1) 
27 requires that the plaintiff not seek any relief different or greater than that sought for the general 
28 
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public.4 Second, Section 425.17(b)(2) requires that the action, if successful would enforce an 
important right affecting the public interest and would confer a significant benefit. Third, Section 
425.17(b)(3) requires that private enforcement must be necessary and place a disproportionate 
financial burden on the plaintiff in relation to the plaintiff’s stake in the matter. 5 
(b) 	 This Action Does Not Satisfy Section 425.17(b)’s Requirements. 
ra 	 As a threshold matter, Plaintiff’s lawsuit is not exempt under Section 425.17(b) because it 
7 was not brought "solely" in the public interest. The complaint itself reveals that Demetriades has 
a significant private interest. Plaintiff alleges that he owns at least two businesses in Mammoth
the restaurants Rafters and Red Lantern, FAC ¶ 1, complains that "the Yelp website contains 
reviews of businesses from website Users who are specifically and demonstrably biased against 
the businesses which they review," FAC ¶ 11, complains that trustworthy reviews are filtered, 
FAC ¶ 10, and alleges in the FAC (but not the original complaint) that he "has suffered an injury 
in fact and has lost money" based on his purchase of advertising from Yelp, FAC ¶ 13. As part of 
his relief, he seeks to enjoin Yelp from "[F]iltering reviews" while expressing positive opinions 
about unfiltered reviews, so that positive reviews of his properties that the filter has deemed 
unreliable will be prominently displayed to the public. FAC, Prayer for Relief 2(b). 
The facts leading to this case sharply reveal Plaintiffs’ personal motivations. 6 Beginning 
in April 2012, Plaintiff began to dispute Yelp reviews, demanding changes in the display of 
reviews, threatening litigation aimed at public disclosure of Yelp’s proprietary software, and 
This condition is not satisfied when a plaintiff seeks a "personal advantage, such as 
where portions of a prayer for injunctive relief are calculated to advance plaintiffs’ own interests." 
Club Members for an Honest Election, 45 Cal. 4th 309 at 317. 
A plaintiff’s "stake in the matter" can be pecuniary or non-pecuniary, and the relevant 
inquiry is "whether the cost of the [plaintiff’s] legal victory transcends [his] personal interest." 
Blanchard, 123 Cal. App. 4th at 915-916.(internal citations omitted). 
6 
 In determining whether a qui tam lawsuit was exempt under Section 425.17(b), the 
Strathmann Court relied on "the allegations of the complaint, noting that "the public interest 
exception is a threshold issue based on the nature of the allegations and scope of relief sought in 
the prayer." People ex rel. Sirathmann v. Acacia Research Corp., 210 Cal. App. 4th 487, 499 
(2012). The Court clarified, however, that "no party has cited to evidence in the record (other than 
the complaint) bearing on whether the lawsuit was brought in the public interest or on behalf of 
the general public." Id. at 500 fn. 3. Here such evidence is abundant and much of it is subject to 
judicial notice. Evid. Code Sec. 452(d). Strathmann does not prohibit such evidence. 
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1 seeking personal information about a particular user, "Travis I," whose unfavorable review he 
2 disputed. Mot. at 4. 
3 
	 Rafters has also received many highly questionable reviews on Yelp. For example, in May 
4 2011, during the Mammoth slow season, Yelp received a series of 5-star (i.e., top) reviews for 
5 Rafters that were obviously suspicious, having come in a short period of time from a single IP 
6 address associated with Rafters manager Jack Carter, one such review coming from an account 
7 opened by Mr. Carter himself. MacBean Dccl. ¶J 5 & 7-8Y The Yelp filter caught and filtered 
8 these and other reviews it deemed potentially unreliable. Id. at ¶ 6. Before filing suit, Plaintiff 
9 complained to Yelp about this filtering. Schur Decl. ¶ 13, Ex. 10. When Plaintiff initiated this 
10 suit, he sought onerous discovery seeking to discover Travis’s identity and to cause the disclosure 
11 of Yelp’s proprietary source code. Hansen Decl. ¶ 7, Ex. 8. Plaintiff has a clear personal interest 
12 in using this suit to obtain this confidential information and to stop Yelp from filtering suspicious 
13 reviews about restaurants in which he has a financial interest. 
14 
	 On the same day Plaintiff filed this law suit, he filed a separate lawsuit using a different 
15 I name, naming John Doe as the defendant and seeking damage for alleged libel by Travis I. 
16 I Hansen Dccl. ¶ 10, Ex. 11. Despite California law protecting anonymous speech and requiring a 
17 libel plaintiff to make a prima fade showing in order to obtain the identity of an anonymous 
18 speaker, Brill Dccl. ¶ 3, Ex. 1, Demetriades/Rafters subpoenaed Yelp in the Rafters v. John Doe 
19 suit to obtain Travis I’s identity, for which he has since been sanctioned. Brill Dccl. ¶ 5, Ex. 3. 
20 Plaintiff kept his Rafters suit secret for months to increase his chances of obtaining the discovery 
21 through this suit. Plaintiff has an unmistakable personal pecuniary interest in seeking to use this 
22 suit to obtain information about Travis. In the Rafters v. Doe case, he claims that Rafters suffered 
23 "a loss of $151,674.04" in gross revenues and "a drop in attendance of approximately 33%" as a 
24 result of the John Doe’s allegedly "libelous statements" on Yelp. Brill Dccl. at ¶ 4, Ex. 2. Clearly, 
25 this suit is not brought "solely" in the public interest. 
26 
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’ Based on these efforts, sworn statements by Plaintiff and Mr. Carter denying any 
involvement in fake reviews appear dubious. Demetriades Dccl. ¶ 14; Carter Dccl. ¶ 5 
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I Demetriades fails to satisfy Section 425.17(b)(1) because he seeks a "personal advantage" through 
2 this action. Like the plaintiffs who sought to advance their own interests in intra-club politics 
3 through injunctive relief in Club Members, Demetriades seeks a "personal advantage" in this 
4 lawsuit through injective relief that would influence which reviews are displayed on his 
5 restaurants’ Yelp pages and through improper discovery tactics. The result is the same here as it 
6 was in Club Membersthe lawsuit is not exempt under Section 425.17(b). 
7 
	 Second, Dernetriades cannot satisfy Section 425.17(b)(2)’s requirement that an action, if 
8 successful, would enforce an important right affecting the public interest. Demetriades seeks an 
9 injunction prohibiting Yelp from speaking about issues of public concern and simultaneously 
10 forcing Yelp to display reviews that its filter has deemed potentially unreliable. FAC ¶ 14, Prayer 
11 for Relief 2. The media, academics, and government regulators have all focused attention on the 
12 problem of unreliable reviews, which are a concern for consumers and businesses alike. Solitto 
13 Decl. at TT 17-24. In response to the problem of unreliable reviews, Yelp developed filtering 
14 software in an effort to minimize their impact on consumers. Solitto Decl. at ¶ 26. Plaintiff’s 
15 success in this action would not confer any benefit on the public, but it would harm the public by 
16 enjoining Yelp’s efforts to minimize the impact of unreliable reviews on consumers. 
17 
	 Third, Demetriades cannot satisfy the so-called necessity and financial burden requirement 
18 of Section 425.17(b)(3) because he has provided no evidence on this point, and, he in fact has a 
19 large financial interest in the reputation of Rafters, which he values at more than $100,000. Brill 
20 Dccl. at ¶ 4, Ex. 2. No case has ever applied the public interest exception to bar an anti-SLAPP 
21 motion on facts remotely similar to those here. Cf. Holbrook, 144 Cal. App. 4th at 1250 (even if 
22 "private enforcement is necessary" and "the relief [plaintiffs] seek may not be different than the 
23 relief the general public would receive," there is "nothing disproportionate" about plaintiffs 
24 bearing the litigation costs where plaintiffs "stand chiefly to benefit from the... [relief] they seek.") 
25 	 In short, the public interest exception does not apply here. 
26 	 2. 	 The Section 425.17(c) Exemption Does Not Apply. 
27 
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Plaintiff argues that Section 425.17(c)’s exemption for commercial speech concerning the 
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sale of goods or services applies to his claims against Yelp. The exemption applies only in certain 
limited circumstances where: (1) the cause of action is against a person primarily engaged in the 
business of selling or leasing goods or services; (2) the cause of action arises from a statement or 
conduct by that person consisting of representations of fact about that person’s or a business 
competitor’s business operations, goods, or services; (3) the statement or conduct was made either 
for the purpose of obtaining approval for, promoting, or securing sales or leases of, or commercial 
transactions in, the person’s goods or services or in the course of delivering the person’s goods or 
services; and (4) the intended audience for the statement or conduct was an actual or potential 
buyer or customer, or a person likely to repeat the statement to, or otherwise influence, an actual 
or potential buyer or customer. Hawran v. Hixson, 209 Cal. App. 4th 256, 270 (2012), review 
denied (Dec. 19, 2012) (citing Simpson Strong-Tie Co., Inc. v. Gore, 49 Cal.4th 12 (2010)). 
In determining whether the Section 425.17(c) exemption applies, California Courts 
construe the statute narrowly. Section 425.17(c) "simply does not provide.. .that every case 
arising from statements uttered by a commercial enterprise [is] exempted from the anti-SLAPP 
statute’s purview," but is focused instead on the sale of goods and services. 8 The plaintiff bears 
the burden of establishing all of the elements of the Section 425.17(c) exemption. Hawran v. 
Hixson, 209 Cal. App. 4th at 273 (failure to establish one element of Section 425.17(c) rendered 
the exemption inapplicable). Plaintiff has not met his burden. 
(b) 	 This Action Does Not Satisfy Section 425.17(c)’s Requirements 
(1) Plaintiff does not show that Yelp is "primarily engaged in selling goods or services." 
Plaintiff conclusorily asserts that Yelp is "a company primarily engaged in the business of 
I selling advertising services to businesses which advertise on the Website." Opp at 6. Just because 
8 
 Mendoza v. ADP Screening & Selection Services, Inc., 182 Cal. App. 4th 1644, 1652 
(2010) (screening service company’s performance of background checks not exempt); see also 
Stewart v. Rolling Stone LLC, 181 Cal. App. 4th 664, 675-77 (2010) (claims against a magazine 
based on unauthorized use of plaintiffs’ names in connection with cigarette advertising not 
exempt; although defendants were "primarily engaged in the business of selling goods," they sold 
magazines, not cigarettes); Simpson Strong-Tie Co., Inc. v. Gore, 49 Cal. 4th 12, 30 (2010) 
(lawyer’s advertisement did not arise from representations about the lawyer’s business (i.e. selling 
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1 Yelp operates a business and sells advertising, however, it does not follow that Yelp is primarily 
2 engaged in the business of selling goods or services under 425.17(c), and Plaintiff has failed to 
3 carry his burden on this element. See, e.g., SunNew.Net , Inc. v. Lavasofl, 356 F. Stipp. 2d 1090 
4 (C.D. Cal. 2004) (provider of free software that also operated a business and sold software 
5 products was not "primarily engaged in business of selling goods or services" under § 425.17(c)). 
6 Were the law otherwise, the exemption would cover all content-providers funded by advertising. 
7 
	
It is undisputed that Yelp.com , a popular social networking and search website with a 
8 broad range of features, is made available to the public at no charge. Mot. at 2; Opp. at 1. 
9 Yelp.com  provides a free forum for members of the public to read and write reviews about local 
10 businesses, services, and other entities. Id. Business owners and service providers can also use 
11 free accounts to post public responses to reviews received on Yelp.com , provide information about 
12 their businesses, and to contact reviewers privately to engage in further dialogue. Id. Yelp’s 
13 I websites features more than 20 million business listings, for which users have written more than 
14 133 million reviews. MacBean Decl. ¶ 8. By contrast, Yelp had about 35,500 businesses as of 
15 September 30, 2012 (just over 1% of total business listings) from which it had recognized revenue 
16 over the previous 12 months. Id. These facts place Yelp outside the scope of Section 425.17(c). 
17 
	 (2) The challenged statements are not representations offact about Yelp’s or a business 
18 I competitor’s business operations, goods, or services. 
19 
	 As a preliminary matter, and as discussed in greater detail in Section B.2 below, the 
20 statements targeted in Demetriades’ complaint are not representations of fact. More importantly, 
21 despite Plaintiff’s argument that Yelp is "primarily engaged in the business of selling advertising 
22 services to business," Plaintiff’s claims do not arise from any statements by Yelp about its 
23 advertising services or its competitors’ advertising services. Section 425.17(c) must be narrowly 
24 construed and may not apply where the "targeted statements" only "arguably may broadly 
25 concern or relate to" a company’s business decisions. Hawran v. Hixson, 209 Cal. App. 4th at 
26 272. In Hawran, the Court found that Section 425.17(c) did not apply where the assertedly false 
27 II statements in the company’s press release that the company had obtained the resignation of the 
28 
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CFO who had purportedly denied wrongdoing were not "about" the company’s "business 
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11 I operations, goods, or services," even though they arguably could "concern or relate to" the 
2 I company’s business. Id. Similarly, the targeted statements in this action are not representations of 
3 I fact about Yelp’s business operations, goods, or services. None of the challenged statements are 
4 about Yelp’s "business of selling advertising," and in fact, none of the challenged statements even 
5 I mentions Yelp’s advertising services. FAC ¶ 9. That is because Plaintiff’s true grievance does 
6 I not arise from statements about Yelp’s advertising services, but from the content of Yelp reviews 
7 and Yelp’s selection process for filtering reviews. Because none of the challenged statements 
8 concerns Yelp’s or its competitors’ advertising, the exemption is inapplicable. 
9 
	 (3) Yelp’s statements were not made for the purpose of securing sales of or commercial 
10 I transactions in, Yelp’s goods or services or in the course of delivering Yelp’s goods or services 
11 
	 Plaintiff claims that the five statements about reviews cited in his complaint were "made 
12 for the purpose of promoting the advertising services offered by Yelp to businesses" and that "this 
13 can readily be seen by accessing the Yelp Website." He then provides a detailed description of the 
14 numerous links one would need to click through in order get from a page on the Yelp website 
15 concerning advertising to ultimately see the review filter video. Opp. at 7-8. That description 
16 proves precisely the opposite of what Plaintiff contends. The Yelp filter video is decidedly not 
17 displayed in connection with its promotion of advertising. See generally Solitto Decl. ¶ 27 & 38- 
18 41. The only thing that "can readily be seen," Opp. at 7, is that under Plaintiff’s logic, any website 
19 I that links to the opportunity for a commercial transaction would be stripped of anti-SLAPP 
20 protection for any and all speech on the various pages of the site. Such a result is plainly 
21 inconsistent with the requirement that Section 425.17(c) be narrowly construed. 
22 
	 (4) Advertising purchasers are not the intended audience for the challenged statements 
23 
	 The intended audience for the review filter video is the public at large, and Plaintiff does 
24 I not cite any evidence that Yelp uses the review filter video to sell its advertising services. In fact, 
25 Plaintiff claims that Yelp makes the statements at issue in this case "in order to attract more Users 
26 to use the Website." Opp. at 2. Plaintiff later argues that Yelp’s statement on YouTube that "one 
27 of the most common questions we receive from the business community has to do with our 
28 
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review filter" lends credence to his convoluted argument that the statements in the video are 
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I intended to "induce those businesses to advertise through Yelp." Opp. at 2-3. But as discussed 
I above, tens of millions of businesses are listed on yelp.com , and only a small fraction of that 
I number advertises. Moreover, if Plaintiff’s reasoning was apt, then practically any statement on 
I YouTube about any company would lose anti-SLAPP protection. 
Demetriades does not satisfy his burden with respect to either Section 425.17(b) or (c), and 
I accordingly, the Court should proceed to the second prong of the anti-SLAPP analysis. 
it’! 
	 Plaintiff Cannot Show A Probability Of Prevailing On His SLAPP Claims 
	
1. 	 Plaintiff Lacks Standing 
The First Motion must be granted because it included no allegations of any actual 
economic injury to "money or property" required for standing to bring a claim under Business and 
Professions Code Section 17200 or 17500. See Californians  for Disability Rights v. Mervyn ’s, 
I LLC, 39 Cal. 4th 223, 227 (2006); First Mot. at 11-12. 
The Motion addressed to the FAC must also be granted because Plaintiff’s allegations of 
I standingthat he is "and at all times relevant herein was, the owner of two local businesses in 
Mammoth Lakes, Californiathe restaurants Rafters and Red Lantern," is demonstrably false 
FAC ¶J 1, 13. Demetriades does not own the restaurantsrather, Multiversal LLC, a limited 
liability company, owns Rafters and Red Lantern. Opp. at 3. And Demetriades himself did not 
spend money to buy advertising from YelpMultiversal LLC did. Id. Demetriades lacks 
standing to sue because any "injury" arising from Multiversal LLC’s purchase of Yelp advertising 
for Rafters was to Multiversal LLC, not Demetriades as an individual. 9 Because Demetriades 
lacks standing, both Motions should be granted. 
	
2. 	 Yelp’s Statements Are Not Deceptive As A Matter Of Law 
Plaintiff targets statements concerning efforts of the Yelp filter to detect unreliable 
reviews. FAC ¶ 9. Such statements are classic statements of opinion and cannot mislead a 
II reasonable consumer. Mot. at 13-14. In FAL and UCL cases, courts apply "the reasonable 
Jones v. H. F. Ahmanson & Co., 1 Cal. 3d 93, 107 (1969). See also Paclink Commc’ns 
Int’l, Inc. v. Superior Court, 90 Cal. App. 4th 958, 964-66 (2001) (LLC member "has no interest 
in specific [LLC] property," and thus lacks standing for claims alleging injury to such property). 
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1 consumer standard" and judge whether a statement is misleading based on "the effect it would 
2 I have on a reasonable consumer." Consumer Advocates v. Echostar Satellite Corp., 113 Cal. App. 
3 I 4th 1351, 1360 (2003). The Opposition, however, nowhere even mentions this standard or makes 
4 I any effort to show that a reasonable consumer could possibly be misled by the challenged 
5 statements. Especially in light of Yelp’s numerous statementscompletely ignored by Plaintiff 
6 I concerning the potential for filter error and ongoing efforts at improvement, including in 
7 I advertising contracts with Plaintiff and others, there is simply no way a reasonable consumer 
8 could be misled. Mot. at 14. Indeed, Plaintiff even admits that he has not been misled. 
Demetriades Decl. ¶ 17. For the same reason, Plaintiff’s argument based on cases involving 
10 misleading statements by experts, Opp. at 14-15, is equally unavailing. 
11 
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concern facts, rather than opinions, are equally misplaced. Mot. at 13-15; First Mot. at 13-15. 10  
3. 	 CDA Section 230 Bars Plaintiff’s Claims 
CDA Section 230 bars Plaintiff from seeking an injunction enjoining Yelp from filtering. 
I Plaintiff claims that this is irrelevant because he also seeks to enjoin Yelp from making statements 
about its review filter. Opp. at ii. But as discussed above, Yelp cannot be enjoined from making 
those statements because they are not misleading as a matter of law. Furthermore, Plaintiff cannot 
contravene the purpose of Section 230 by attempting to immunize a demand for an impermissible 
injunction by coupling it with a demand for other relief. See Kathleen R. v. City of Livermore, 87 
Cal. App. 4th 684, 698 (2001) (230 preemption applies where relief targets protected conduct). 
Plaintiff has not satisfied his burden of establishing a "probability of prevailing on the 
1 merits" of his SLAPP claims against Yelp, and accordingly, Yelp’s motion should be granted. 
III. CONCLUSION 
Yelp respectfully requests that the Court strike the Complaint and FAC. 
10 
 Yelp offered discovery concerning fabricated "factual" issues such as the existence of 
the filter and whether Yelp has engineers who work on the filter, but Plaintiff repeatedly declined. 
The Court denied his motion to obtain discovery of Yelp’s source code and other trade secrets, 
which as a matter of law cannot turn the statements at issue into statements of fact, rather than 
opinion. Plaintiffs efforts to inject confusion on this issue are not well taken. Brill DecI. ¶ 6-8. 
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Dated: January 18, 2013 	 KENDALL BRILL & KLTEGER LLP 
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By: 
Laura W. Brill 
Attorneys for Defendant Yelp Inc. 
PROOF OF SERVICE 
2 STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
3 
	
At the time of service, I was over 18 years of age and not a party to this action. I am 
employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. My business address is First Legal 
4 Support Services, 1517 West Beverly Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90026. 
5 
	
On January 18, 2013, I served true copies of the following document(s) described as 
REPLY MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTIONS OF DEFENDANT YELP INC. TO 
6 STRIKE PLAINTIFF’S COMPLAINT AND FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT 
PURSUANT TO CCP § 425.16 on the interested parties in this action as follows: 
7 




David N. Tarlow, Esq. 








Beverly Hills, CA 90212-2974 
11 
BY PERSONAL SERVICE: I delivered the document(s) by hand to the offices of each 
12 interested party at the address indicated above or on the attached service list. 
13 
	
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is true and correct. 
14 
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